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Haldun Gulalp: 

Thank you Dr. Esfandiari.  And thank you all for coming, especially for being here on the first day of a Muslim holiday.  When we were planning this meeting back in December we did not take the calendar into account.  As I'm sure many of you know, the Muslim calendar moves around the Western calendar; so I guess we did not realize that this would fall on the first day of the holiday.  Also, back in December, we were more anxious about the outcome of the elections in Turkey.   The elections took place in early November and the new government had been formed by December, and people were concerned about what this meant: Was this an Islamist party coming back to power?  What would be the relations of Turkey with the West and the U.S., and so on?   So we felt that we needed to talk about whether Turkey, as is often presented, is a model for Islamic Democracy.  In fact, the title, in the way that I had originally thought about it, had a question mark at the end, because I wanted to raise some issues in relation to this topic. But since then, of course, the concern about Iraq has been foremost in people's minds and I suspect many of you want to hear some things about that.  So I thought I might say a few things about the Iraq question first, and then bring the discussion back to this bigger question of what the Turkish experiment may or may not indicate.


One point that should be made at the outset is that there is no difference, as far as the new government is concerned, in the kinds of concerns that the Turkish people have with regard to a possible war in the Middle East.  In other words, the question that has been raised often is: “Here we have an Islamist government in Turkey – would they be opposed to the West, would they be in support of a Muslim nation such as Iraq?”  The answer to this question is “No, one should not think along those lines, in those terms.”  In my talk today, I will first explain this point; I will then come back to the other point about why thinking of Turkish relations with other Middle East nations as one of Muslim solidarity is misleading.  So, let me first indicate what the major concerns are from Turkey's point of view. 

They could be summarized in two basic points: One is the economic effect.  This has been extensively covered in the media.  Sometimes it has been put unfairly, indeed somewhat offensively, as: “Turkey wants money in return for support.”  I think this is unfair because the Turkish economy will suffer from the war regardless of whether or not it supports the U.S. efforts.  It suffered tremendously after the first Gulf War in 1991 and in its aftermath, as a result of the sanctions on Iraq and the collapse of the cross border trade in southeastern Turkey.  Secondly, and perhaps also as an indirect result of the economic situation in that part of Turkey, the problems with the Kurdish uprising and the efforts of the Turkish government to put it down, which took many years, has been the other source of concern. 

As you know, under the no-fly zone protection, the Kurdish region in Iraq has acquired a significant measure of autonomy.  One of the biggest concerns for all nations in the region is the possible disintegration of Iraq and the rise of several separate, independent states; and Turkey's fear has been the creation of an independent Kurdish state in northern Iraq.  This is a fear that is not necessarily shared by everyone in Turkey, but there is no question that there is an agreement on it between the old establishment, including the military, and the current government.  Turkey’s official position has been the rejection of the rise of an independent Kurdish state in northern Iraq.


But more generally, the Turkish position has been very clearly and openly stated by the

current government:  “This is not our war.  We don't want this war.  We really have no business fighting Saddam or Iraq.”  But of course, add the Turkish officials, the United States is our strategic ally and they have been helping us out, not only economically, but more recently for example with the support the U.S. has given Turkey’s new government in its bid for admission into the EU.  So this is all understood and welcomed by the current government.  The history and the roots of this alliance go very deep – it also includes, for example, a strategic alliance between Turkey and Israel in the region.  To think of it in terms of Turks not willing to cooperate with the Americans is misleading.  

I am therefore not surprised at all that today the Turkish government has done what to some people may appear as a U-turn, coming around to the decision to let the renovations on the military bases begin.  I don't think it was a question of a U-turn; I think they are simply trying to be careful in negotiating their own position in this.  Caught between, on the one hand, the opposition to the war within the nation and the two major concerns that I mentioned earlier, plus the bigger question of “why do we have to get involved in this?”, and, on the other hand, the pressures of a close ally with whom they feel they have to work together, I think they have handled the negotiations very well.  They have been observing the negotiations going on both at the UN level and within the U.S. administration itself.  The fine line that they have been walking seems to me to be something like this: As long as negotiations go on, as long as there is no absolute commitment to war, let's keep that door to peace open; but if it comes to war, then there is no choice but to get involved in order to protect Turkey’s interests.  As you all know, the military bases in southern Turkey have been used since the beginning for flights into northern Iraq; so it is really a continuation of that same policy.  In the current instance, Turkey did try to be careful to separate the two issues that were demanded by the U.S.: The upgrading of the bases for any possible preparation was granted recently, but the actual permission to have U.S. troops stationed in Turkey is going to wait until next week.  By which time, the Turkish government is hoping, there will be a resolution one way or the other at the U.N. level.


Now, moving from here to part of the bigger question of this meeting today, one can say the following: the current “Justice and Development Party” government has been under criticism from different circles within Turkey.  As you can see, I am quite favorable about the way they have handled the situation so far.  But if you look at the criticism that they get, you see that there has been a prejudicial type of attitude – meaning, they are blamed whatever they do.  So if they seem to go along with the U.S. position, that’s because they sold the country out for monetary gain.  If they seem to oppose the U.S. position, then that is because they are turning toward the Muslim world and selling our Western alliances out.  This type of criticism continued throughout, indicating, I guess, the similarity between the secularist establishment's view and the Western world’s view about Islam and about whether Islam is compatible with democracy. 


Which brings me to the question about Turkey as a model.  For the longest time Turkey has been presented as a model of democracy in the Muslim world, but, I think, for the wrong reasons.  I believe that Turkey was not a good model so far; but if one is to talk of a model, maybe the current experiment with the Justice and Development Party will be just that – as an alternative to both the secularist regimes which have been suppressing Islam, not only Islamism, and to the Islamist movements themselves.  What I am proposing here is actually a very simple, a very basic distinction which is often made but for some reason quickly forgotten – and that is the difference between “Islam” and the “politics of Islamism.”  One could further divide “Islam” into religion and culture – in the same way, for example, that in this country one does not have to be a devout Christian to celebrate Christmas or even to go to church on a regular basis, as in the case of those who do so as a primarily social activity in order to see their friends and relatives.  In the same way, therefore, I think it is possible to talk about Islam as culture and Islam as religion – and then there is “Islamism” as a completely separate issue, that is, as a political movement.


Very briefly, what we had during the recent period of Necmettin Erbakan’s Welfare Party in government was a case of political Islamism – which, I believe, was not founded on democratic principles.  No doubt, the party did take part in the electoral process and it came to power legitimately; but it did not represent a pro-democratic movement.  Many people thought, for some good reasons, I have to admit, that because Islam, particularly as culture, was suppressed, in ways that I will explain in a minute, that the assertion of an Islamic identity in the form of a political movement was a progressive, democratizing process.  I did not think so.  I was critical of the Islamist movement back then.  However, what we are observing now, in this new movement represented by the Justice and Development Party, which won the November 3, 2002 elections, is not a case of “political Islamism” but something else.  So let me talk about that for a few minutes.


I believe that Islamism as a political movement is not and indeed cannot be democratic for two major reasons:

One is that any politics based on culturalism, that is the assertion of a cultural identity, is potentially authoritarian, potentially intolerant, because it assumes that there is an essential quality to that culture, that persons who are members of that cultural community are identical, that there is a homogeneity in that community – all of which, of course, is false.  So already the

assumption that there is an essential quality to a culture and to the members of that culture is intolerant of diversity – and we see this in many identity movements.  These movements became popular in the course of the 1990's, especially after the end of the Cold War, that is, after the collapse of the stable world system that existed between the two major competing worldviews, capitalism and communism.  The 1990’s was a period of proliferation of a variety of

identity movements, in this country and elsewhere.  Most of them were defensive movements, that is, they were looking for the assertion of an identity which, they considered, was non-negotiable.   According to these movements, one simply had the right “to be” – which is fine at the level of the individual; but if a collectivity asserts the right to be as a collectivity, ignoring the diversity that already exists in society, as well as among the members of the imagined collectivity, and demands tolerance while it is itself intolerant, then surely it is somewhat naïve, to say the least.  Of course, in many cases, identity movements are defensive movements – and I think in those cases they are understandable.  But what we have in the case of Islamism, or other such political movements, is the aim of coming to power, to capture the state in order impose their views from above.  How is that different from other identity movements?

 
Here, I need to introduce another notion.  Many scholars have noted the modernity of Islamist political movements.  This has been confusing to many observers, because Islam is considered to be a traditional phenomenon, and so on.  But the interesting thing about these identity movements is that while they are modern and they employ modernist methods, references to a traditional identity is a part of their ideological language.  Some scholars, and I'm thinking of Eisenstadt in particular, have called this Jacobinist.  In other words, these scholars want to prove the modernity of the Islamist movement by reference to Jacobinism – by which they mean the project of capturing the state in order to impose a social order from above.  This brings me back to my previous point:  If you are defensively asserting an essential identity for a collectivity, that's problematic but understandable.  But if you want to capture state power and then impose a social order based on your assertion, then you are assuming a homogeneity that does not exist and therefore you are going to force everyone into the same straitjacket of your imagination. 

This is precisely what the Islamists were criticizing the secularist regime for.  They were calling the secularists “Jacobinist” and complaining that the secularists themselves were imposing their own worldview on Turkey, a Muslim country, in the name of modernization.  For the secularists, modernization meant one thing only: “westernization.”  In their view, in order to modernize, a society had to shed whatever Islamic culture or character or ideas that it had, and the members of that society had to become like “Westerners.”  This was, indeed, a non-democratic type of project and could only succeed through an authoritarian method.


A number of events that I cannot detail now, which took place during the period between the rise of the Welfare Party to power and its ultimate confrontation with the secular establishment, primarily the military, led to a rethinking on the part of the younger generation of that party.  This rethinking is actually not unique to the Welfare Party in Turkey, but can be seen in other parts of the Muslim world.  A rethinking of such questions as: “Where exactly do we stand, what do we want?”; “If we are struggling for an acceptance of our identity, shall we demand this right selectively, only for us, or should we demand it universally, for everyone?”; “If I want to be accepted by others, then should I not also be prepared to accept them?”  

Hence a movement developed, one that is in favor of the more globally, universally accepted ideas of human rights, individualism, liberal democracy – and, yes, “the right to be,” but in negotiation with others.  

The Justice and Development Party emerged out of the rethinking that I just briefly described.  This new thinking was most clearly expressed in the context of Turkey’s bid for membership in the EU, which was declared as one of the most important goals by the Justice and Development Party before coming to power.  The leadership presented this as their number one priority – that is, to work with the Europeans and other friends and allies around the world to be admitted into the EU.  Quite unlike the earlier position of the Islamist movement, which had rejected the project of joining the EU, Justice and Development Party’s position has been that Turkey wants to be a member of the EU as a Muslim nation.  This, they point out, is not a problem; the Europeans should also understand that a Muslim nation can become a member.  They emphasize this point by stating that they are out to disprove the “clash of civilizations” thesis.  


With this new experiment – that is, if it becomes a stable regime, if it becomes established and accepted – we will be able to say that Turkey has become a model in ways that it was not before.  It was presented as a model before, not because its Islamic culture and identity were accepted, but because they were suppressed.  Hence it was because of the top-down “secularization” that Turkey was presented as an exception in the Muslim world.  Islam and democracy were deemed incompatible.  If you wanted to have a democracy, many people claimed, including the secular establishment within Turkey, then you had to shed your Islamic identity and culture, your Islamic existence.  Now we see for the first time a group of leaders who are not political Islamists, yet who also do not hide their Muslim identity.  The three major names, the head of the party, who could not become prime minister because of a previous  conviction due to an inflammatory speech that he gave, the prime minister, and the speaker of the parliament – all members of the same Justice and Development Party – each one of them has a wife who is covered in the Islamic way.  This would have been unthinkable in an earlier period.  At any rate we see that these political leaders are all publicly Muslim and yet democratic. 

In this sense, I see a reversal of the old formula of secularism from above – which has been considered as the foundation of democracy, but is actually inherently non-democratic. The new trend in Turkey, demonstrated in the recent election, is truly in favor of opening up, pluralism, individualism and liberal democracy. 

Thank you.

Question: Let me challenge one of your assumptions. You associate this urge to power with identity politics, but if you go back to the American founding; Madison and the founding fathers knew ambition is inherent within the political system, ambition should be made to counter ambition creating a system of checks and balances, ultimately resting with the judiciary. I think when people look at Turkey, the system of checks and balances rests with the Army. How do you respond to this?
That’s a good point.  Maybe I did not make myself clear.  I did not say that the politics of identity and the urge to power are associated.  I tried to make them as two distinct points.  One was how the politics of identity is inherently intolerant of diversity, how it emphasizes essential quality, and so on.  So that’s something that we see in a lot of opposition movements to the status quo or even in student movements on university campuses.  In such cases, remember, people wanted “the right to be” – which was fine, which was interesting, and was a challenge philosophically if nothing else.  But as I said, those kinds of movements did not aim at gaining power in the whole society.  What was specific in the Islamist movement – this is my point and it is a separate point – is that the Islamists wanted to come to power.  Now, if you come to power with an agenda based on the assumption of a homogeneous nation or community, then that creates big trouble.  What I also said – and this is in agreement with you actually – was that this has been the style of the secular regime in Turkey.  They really have not been “secular,” they have been “secularist” – a distinction that is often made, and I think it is a useful distinction.  The secular regime has relied on the Army, which was the founder of the modern nation state.  If you ask any Army general today, you will hear from them that one of their primary responsibilities, in addition to protecting the nation from enemies, is to preserve the regime in Turkey.  So this gives them a self-appointed or self-assigned role to interrupt any kind of political opening other than their own vision of what is right. 

The young generation of the Islamist movement that ultimately founded the Justice and Development Party (JDP) don’t call themselves “Islamist” anymore.  They realized after the intervention in 1997 by the Army, which overthrew the Welfare Party government, that what they themselves as a political party [that is, the Welfare Party] were trying to do was actually replicating the old style of doing politics in Turkey.  So, while founding the JDP, they began to say “we don’t want a top-down approach, we want to empower the people on the ground and then work our way up from there; this is the only way you can build a democracy.”  

One of the biggest issues that illustrates this, like the tip of the iceberg, the surface phenomena which really points at this dynamic at the bottom, is the headscarf issue.  Should women be allowed to wear the headscarf or not?  It appears as an absurd question.  Surely, this appears to go beyond imposing a policy or a political system, but verges on imposing a cultural pattern or worldview, or even individual taste.  For example, a woman may want to wear a headscarf today and not want to wear one tomorrow.  But, of course, the headscarf issue clearly means more than that; it is not just a matter of taste in fashion.  So what is the solution?  Do we force everyone to take off their headscarves as the secularists want, or do we force everyone to put them on as the Islamists seem to want?  Or, as the new generation of “Islamists” realize, are these two positions merely mirror images of each other?  So it appears that there is an alternative to these two positions. 

What is the Army going to do now, in response to the new JDP government?  I think that, for one thing, it’s too soon to say.  It seems to me, however, that because the Welfare Party had many enemies within the country, in addition to the Army, the Army was kind of hiding behind the others.  But now, because this new JDP government is much more liberal and much more flexible, the Army has become more apparent, more out there, as the opposition.  Coming back to the current situation, in the ongoing crisis about a potential U.S. confrontation with Iraq, I think the Army and the JDP government have worked quite well together.  I’m hoping that both sides are learning from this experience.

Question: I’d like to go back to the first part of your talk about Turkey’s support for a war on Iraq. In Turkey, as you well know,  public opinion is strongly against the war. How does the current government justify its support of the war and what kind of consequence will it have in the long-run?
Of course, like you said, the people of Turkey are overwhelmingly against the war; but so has been the government and so has been the Army.  For different reasons perhaps, but they have all been opposed to the idea of war in Iraq.  For different reasons, but reasons that ultimately converge.  I mentioned a few:  Economic fallout; the threat of Kurdish independence in northern Iraq, which may then encourage irredentist sentiments within Turkey; and, third, the feeling that war is not a good thing.  I think the military understands much better than civilians that war is not a good thing.  This was also the case back in the first Gulf War, when Turkey was, indeed the whole world was, in a different situation than today.  Back then, the Cold War was coming to an end; the Soviet Union was coming around; and therefore creating an alliance between the two poles of the world against a “rogue regime” was a novel situation.  And back then, for Turkey, which had been playing an important role in NATO in the context of the Cold War, the end of the Cold War was in essence threatening.  Where would Turkey go?  This re-alignment of the great powers gave Turkey an opportunity.  The enterprising head of state at the time, the legendary Turgut Ozal, saw this as a good opportunity.  He wanted to get in on it, on the side of the United States, and maybe even capture a portion of northern Iraq.  But although Turgut Ozal had this idea, the military was opposed to it.  The chief of staff actually resigned, and so Ozal appointed his own man to that position, and was lined up to fight along with the others.  But a situation in which Turkish troops would invade Iraq from the north never took place. 

Today the situation is very different.  Today no one has any ideas like that – no one in Turkey and certainly no one in the Turkish army.  How does the current government legitimize its position then?  Well, as I have said, they have been in negotiations with the U.S. administration from the moment they came to power.  And, clearly, Turkey is not just an old friend, an ally in the region, but also Turkey has a strategic alliance with the U.S. – there is also a military alliance between Israel and Turkey.  This is something that Turkey cannot easily get out of, and it doesn’t matter what regime you have.  In fact the alliance between Turkey and Israel was signed when the Welfare Party was in power.  I mean, they had no choice.  If they had their way, they probably would have never done that.  In fact their followers were very critical, saying, “What hypocrisy!  You come to power talking about ‘anti-Americanism’, ‘anti-Zionism’, and so on, and one of the things that you do, and it was even unthinkable up to that point, is to enter into an alliance with Israel.”  But at this point the current government is not questioning it. 

So how do they legitimize their role in the ongoing crisis about Iraq?  Just a couple of days ago the prime minister gave a big address to the nation explaining their position on this issue and he said, “We have done our best. We tried very hard. But if war is inevitable, we need to protect our national interests.”  One of the things that they tried was this “peace initiative” in early January, when the prime minister went on a tour of the neighboring nations; they also had a meeting in Istanbul, more recently, to issue a declaration to Saddam personally that he should abide by the UN resolutions.  The subtext of this declaration can actually be read as: “Saddam please leave. Let’s not have war. Please leave quietly.”  This initiative was welcomed by many European nations, but also by members of the U.S. administration.  So I think they are justified when they say: “We tried very hard, this is the best we can do. But when it comes down to something which appears to be unavoidable, what are we going to do?  We have to protect the interests of Turkey.”  Now, again, among those interests are the economic ones; they had to negotiate with the U.S.: “This is not our war, Mr. President; this is your war, but we are going to suffer from it.  Secondly, we don’t want any kind of fait accompli in northern Iraq.  We want to be in there to make sure that our interests are taken into account.”

Question: You mentioned the younger generation of the Islamists in Turkey and the possibilities in other countries. What countries were you referring to?

In Egypt for example, there’s opening up to the idea of more liberalism.  In fact, there is a lot of talk about Liberal Islam these days around the world; about how Islam is really a liberal religion and so on.  I believe that this kind of language has much to do with September 11.  In other words, some people may interpret September 11 as the beginning of a new phase of the confrontation between civilizations.  I think of it more as a last ditch, desperate effort; actually, a closure to a period of Islamism.  Because, if you think about it, a lot of Muslims – average Muslims, as well as Islamist movements – are trying very hard to dissociate themselves from the horrors of September 11.  One can easily see that there is nowhere else to go from here, that a dead end has been reached:  “So, you can inflict damage and then what?  What are you going to build?”  September 11 was the work of a global terror organization, right?  So does that mean that they are going to build a global Islamic government?  It does not make sense.  So in that sense I think there has been a rethinking on a global level. 

Now, how does this relate to the Turkish situation?  I think Turkey has gone further ahead on this road, for a number of reasons.  One important reason, which I think is relevant to your question, was the intervention of the military to overthrow an Islamist party that was democratically elected to power.  So the intervention was illegitimate in one sense; but at the same time, because many people supported that move on the part of the military and hence it was thereby somewhat legitimized, it taught a lesson to the Islamists.  Many were put in jail, such as Erdogan, for some speech that he gave, which cost him the position of the prime minister, although he won the recent elections.  The rethinking, which I suggest began with September 11 in other parts of the world, began a few years earlier in Turkey.  The Turkish Islamists were prepared.  I have to point out, though, that the Welfare Party, which then became the Virtue Party, after it was closed down, split into two.  The old establishment created their own party, which accounted for two per cent or so of the votes in the recent elections.  They have no power base now.  Whereas, this younger generation won quite comfortably. 

Question: Can you describe the attitude of the Islamists towards Turkey’s Kemalist heritage? When you talk about the headscarves for instance, what do they accept, what would they like to change?
You know, there is much talk about Kemalism today.  In Turkey now, Kemalism has begun to be questioned, it has begun to be talked about as an ideology, as a distinct and specific ideology – especially since the 1990’s, with the rise of globalization.  What it has to do with globalization, I will explain in a minute.  But the point that it is being discussed means that Kemalism is no longer being taken for granted.  If you bring something that is accepted by everybody and put it on the table and begin to analyze it, that means that not everyone is actually taking it for granted.  Kemalism has therefore been exposed as an ideology.  So in that sense the questioning has begun and the Islamists are not the only ones who are doing it.  I think that because of this Kemalism has weakened a lot.  

Now one of the major reasons it has weakened, and what it has to do with globalization is the following – and this is not only true for Kemalism, but for all third world nationalisms:  What is a third world nationalist movement?  What does it aim to do?  Well, it wants to catch up with the early modernizers, with the West.  What was the way to go about this?  It was nationalism, which means that you want to create your own independent nation state.  If you were a colony, you wanted your independence.  If you were dependent economically, you wanted your own economic base, because that was the route to modernity.  In the age of globalization, however, it no longer is.  Becoming part of the civilized world and trying to remain independent don’t go together very well anymore.  In other words, if a third world nationalism, such as Kemalism, tells you that you have to catch up with the West and become a part of the global civilization but at the same time remain independent – meaning, basically, remain isolated – then it is in contradiction.  It was this that led to the search for alternatives.  Kemalism does not have the hold that it used to have. 

Question: Returning to the Iraq war. According to you the military, the government and the people are against it and the United States is for it. Presumably they have persuaded the government and the military for it. If there is a war, the United States, Israel and Kuwait and Great Britain are on one side with Turkey. What is it going to be like in Turkey after that? Is the kind of anti-Americanism we read about in Europe going to spread to Turkey then? How’s the government going to stand up to that kind of pressure?

I think the answer is: whatever happens in the rest of the world, you can predict the same thing in Turkey.  It’s going to be a big disaster, I think.  Already there is a lot of criticism coming from the more ideologically oriented Islamist sectors, which have supported the current government because they could see that this was a democratic opening where they could discuss their ideas and express their interests.  And now there are some – still a minority, but there are some already, in the last few days since the parliament has passed the resolution – who have begun to express anti-American feelings.  If the U.S. wants to go ahead despite this opposition around the world, if this is what the U.S. wants to do, then it will be its own choice. 

What the current Turkish government has done so far is that they have split the package proposed by the U.S. into two parts.  They first passed this thing about the renovation of the military bases; so the Americans are there now, working on the bases.  This resolution was mostly symbolic.  It was a kind of symbolic gesture to indicate to the U.S., “we are kind of moving along, we have no choice.”  But the government is still delaying the other decision, the one about the stationing of U.S. troops in Turkish territory for an attack on Iraq.  I think they are waiting for the UN resolution.  It’s up to the U.S. at that point whether they want to go ahead regardless of the outcome.

Question: To follow up then, would the government ever blame it on the Turkish army and say “Really you know deep down we did not want to do it, but we have the shadow of the army over us?”
No, I don’t think so.  My sense is quite the opposite:  It was the army which was very displeased with the idea of Iraq breaking up and creating another Kurdish nightmare for them; and instead of saying it themselves, they pushed the Islamic government to the fore, and they said “Why don’t you raise this as a problem.”  That’s my impression. 

Question: You answered this partly already.  Well, in the last year for example Turkey has seen itself held at arm’s length by the European Union.  It is now witnessing these maneuvers to prevent it from receiving timely aid from NATO countries.  What I am wondering is if this sort of thing continues is this going to be perceived within Turkey as a defeat for Islamic democracy and will this strengthen a return trend toward a more authoritarian state?

I don’t think so.  I mean, that is the short answer to your question.  But the question is important because you’re absolutely right, Turkey really feels that way – today, for example, with the disagreement in NATO, about how to protect Turkey from Iraq in case of war – it is caught up between the U.S. and the Europeans.  In other words, the Europeans seem to agree with Turkey that war is not a good idea, that dangers may follow, that maybe there is another way out.  But on the other hand, just last month, the United States and Turkey were on the same side and the Europeans were on the opposite side of Turkey’s admission into the EU.  So who is Turkey going to assume as their friends, the Europeans or the Americans?  Now, clearly, there is no question that the U.S. has always been supportive of Turkey, regardless of the government in many cases.  Turkey is now in a very awkward position.  But I don’t think that the political party currently in government in Turkey will have to pay for it.  If anything, it will lose most of the Islamist kind of support it may have, but it will also lose a lot of the liberal support it has – not because it is Islamist, but because the situation is too complex and the U.S. pressure is too much.  One would hope that there may be a better way of doing foreign policy on the part of the U.S. 

Question: I wanted you to explain why Turkey is not afraid of Saddam when the United States is.

Yes.  That’s a good question.  I will rephrase this question: “If the neighbors, including Turkey, are not afraid of Saddam, why is the U.S.?”  I don’t know.

Question: The new government’s moderate stance is temporary because they are in the spotlight; but once removed, they will change the face of the government.  

I sincerely think there is no such thing.  I think there is tremendous evidence that I cannot display now to indicate that, no, they understand very well.  As I said before, the Virtue Party (the successor of Erbakan’s Welfare Party) split into two.  Now, there are the Islamists and there are these people of the JDP.  It’s difficult to define them.  I remember the coverage of the papers here, at the time of the elections.  They were calling it something like the “Party of Islamic Roots” – it’s very cumbersome.  They call themselves Muslim democrats, or rather “conservative democrats,” implying that it’s perfectly okay to be Muslim and democrat – and that is how they operate. 

Question: How can you characterize the current situation in Turkey as a democracy when Erdogan is barred from becoming the prime minister? 
The fact that Erdogan, the head of the party, is not prime minister is an observation about the secularist regime, more than anything else.  When he gave that speech for which he was convicted some years ago, it was a violation of a code and he was constitutionally banned from taking part in any political activity.  But that constitutional article was changed already before the elections – it was amended last summer as a part of the reform package demanded by the EU. With further legislation since the elections, he is now actually entitled to run for office and he is going to do so soon in a by-election, which he will certainly win.  He will then become a member of the parliament and then he can become prime minister.

Applause and Thank You 

